Amendment dated July 19, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of April 19, 2006 



Appln.No.: 10/684,263 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Office Action of April 19, 2006 has been carefully reviewed and these remarks are 
responsive thereto. Claims 1-20 and 49-53 are pending. Claim 21-48 have been cancelled. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the instant application are respectfully requested. 

Restriction Requirement 

The Office Action indicated that the claims of the originally filed application were 
subject to a two-way restriction of Group I (claims 1-20) and Group II (claims 21-48). 
Applicants confirm the election of Group I, claims 1-20 for further prosecution in the instant 
application. Claims 21-48 are cancelled without prejudice and Applicants reserve the right to 
pursue the non-elected claims in a divisional application. 

Interview with the Examiner 

Applicants' representatives would like to express their appreciation for the time the 
Examiner took to discuss this case. Several preliminary versions of amended and new claims 
were provided to the Examiner for review and consideration. While no agreement was reached 
regarding the patentability of the preliminary versions of the claims, the issue of the format of 
claim 1 as provided to the Examiner was discussed, the format of claim 1 substantially matching 
the format of claim 1 as amended by this response. As noted by Applicant's representatives, the 
proposed format is a standard format and the specification does not provide any definition that 
causes such a standard format to read on non-statutory subject matter. The issue of what 
"configured" meant was also discussed and, as noted during the interview, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the term "configured" should not be confused with the term 
"configurable." 

New Claims 

Claims 49-53 have been added and depend from independent claim 1. 

Support for claims 49 and 50 is at least found on page 13, f 36 of the specification as 

filed. 

Support for claim 51 is at least found on page 14, *|[ 38 of the specification as filed. 
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Support for claim 52 and 53 is at least found on pages 25-26, 1} 65-67 of the specification 
as filed. 

Accordingly, no new matter is added by these new claims. Applicants respectfully 
submit that these new claims are in condition for allowance and notification of same is earnestly 
sought. 

Amendments to the Claims 

Claims 1-20 have been amended. Claims 1-20 were amended so that they are now 
directed toward a computer readable medium with computer executable instructions rather than a 
tool. 

Claim 1 was amended to clarify the intended scope of claim 1 and now recites "a basket 
interface component configured to simultaneously manipulate received data objects." This 
clarifies that the basket interface component can simultaneously manipulate received data objects 
rather than "receives . . . simultaneously" as the Office Action appears to have interpreted claim 
1. Support for this is at least found on page 4, f 14, thus to the extent the amended claim 
language was not inherent in the prior claim language, no new matter was added. 

Claim 2 was amended to correct an informality regarding a lack of antecedent basis. 

Claim 12 was amended to recite "wherein the object files are music files and the basket 
interface component further comprises a status display for displaying information related to the data 
objects submitted to the basket interface, wherein the status display is configured to provide a total time to 
listen to the music files." Support for this amendment is found on page 10, f 30 of the 
specification as filed. Accordingly, no new matter was added by these amendments. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. $ 112, f 2 

Claims 2-6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. In particular, the Office Action indicated that the term "basket control" 
lacked proper antecedent basis. In response, "basket control" has been amended to be "basket 
interface component." As the term "basket interface component" has proper antecedent basis, 
withdrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. $ 102 - Tomat 

Claims 1-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 6,784,925 to Tomat et al. ("Tomat"). Claim 1 is independent. 

As noted above, claim 1 now recites the feature of "a basket interface component 
configured to simultaneously manipulate received data objects." Applicants have not observed 
any mention in Tomat of a basket interface component with such functionality. Nor are 
Applicants aware of any other references that disclose such functionality. Naturally, the Office 
Action has not suggested that Tomat discloses "a basket interface component configured to 
simultaneously manipulate received data objects." Thus, it appears that this feature is missing 
from the references of record. 

Furthermore, independent claim 1 recites "a collection creation component that, for each 
data object submitted to the basket interface, adds at least one data item corresponding to the 
submitted data object to a collection of data items." The Office Action has suggested that claims 
11 and 12 of Tomat somehow disclose this feature. Applicants have reviewed claim 11 and 12 
of Tomat and respectfully submit that these claims merely disclose that the displaying of a 
canister includes the displaying of a thumbnail image and that the canister may include 
thumbnail images, full scale images and sound files. Claims 11 and 12 of Tomat, however, 
completely fail to disclose "a collection creation component that, for each data object submitted 
to the basket interface, adds at least one data item corresponding to the submitted data object to a 
collection of data items" as recited in claim 1 . Nor have Applicant been able to locate such a 
disclosure in the written description portion of Tomat. For example, while Tomat discloses that 
a photo group may consist of a thumbnail, a full scale image and a sound files, (Tomat, C. 15, L. 
10-15), Tomat completely fails to disclose the above recited feature. Therefore, Tomat fails to 
disclose this additional feature of claim 1. As Tomat fails to disclose every feature of claim 1, 
Tomat cannot be said to anticipate claim 1 . 

Claims 2-20 depend from independent claim 1 and are not anticipated by Tomat for at 
least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 and for the additional features recited 
therein. For example, claim 12 recites "wherein the object files are music files and . . . the status 
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display is configured to provide a total time to listen to the music files." Applicants have been 
unable to locate any mention in Tomat of such a feature. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfully requested. 



CONCLUSION 

All rejections having been addressed, Applicants respectfully submit that the instant 
application is in condition for allowance, and respectfully solicit prompt notification of the same. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD. 



Dated: July 19, 2006 By: /Stephen L. Sheldon/ 

Stephen L. Sheldon 
Registration No. 58,732 

BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD. 
10 South Wacker Drive 
Suite 3000 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Telephone: 312-463-5000 
Facsimile: 312-463-5001 
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